tradition itself which have contributed to the solidification of state socialism: the heritage of instrumental rationality, patriarchy, and the totalitarianism of Enlightenment discourse. As a result, the notion of the author as producer is no longer linked to the revolutionary project of the operative writer, but has become associated with technological rationality, domination and the authoritarian state. Narrative omniscience no longer represents the radical cunning of the masses as it did for Brecht, but suggests rather the logistics of elitism and the discourses of power. The problem of the operative writer is no longer how effectively he can proselytize, but to what extent his instrumental productivism reinforces the power relationships of the society in which he lives. Authorial sovereignty and perfection ultimately betray the society and the self: «With the elimination of private ownership of property and the private ownership of the self within socialism, wisdom becomes narrowminded, aphorisms become reactionary; the pose of the classical author requires Homeric blindness. ...The collision of historical epochs strikes deeply, and painfully, into the individual who still is an author but can no longer be one.»2 Today in the GDR the radical writer is imperfect, vulnerable and often at a loss. The primary concern of this writer is no longer the teleology of a better future, but the deformations and hopes of the past repressed by the historical machine that has cemented the present.
For the contemporary East German avant-garde the metaphor of sexuality expresses most fundamentally the yearning for a repressed past. As Max Horkheimer and Theodor W. Adorno pointed out in Dialectic of Enlightenment, the sexuality represented by the Sirens is the ultimate threat to Odysseus' mastery over nature and his return home into the stability of institutions and civilization. Not coincidentally, the Odyssean figure has been one of the most frequent characters in East German drama and literature. Odysseus is the prototypical Leninist functionary, the cunning pragmatist who in the name of enlightened progress turns everything that threatens his goal into the Other. «The Sirens have their own quality,» write Horkheimer and Adorno, «but in primitive bourgeois history it is neutralized to become merely the wistful longing of the passer-by.»' Odysseus acts out the ideology of the survivor; his price is the rationalization of life and the repression of the self. While others act, his weapon is the dialectics of reason and language. In East German literature he suggests the Party secretary, the technocratic ideologue, and the operative The concern with sexuality in East German literature is fundamentally political, and calls into question the social hegemony of patriarchal authority and the specifically male-identified character of Marxist-Leninist history. With respect to the process of writing, the relationship between sexuality and politics has necessarily called forth a reflection upon the gender of authorship as well.
II
This reflection upon the gender of authorship is represented most paradigmatically by the writers Heiner Muller and Christa Wolf. When viewed as Marxist writers and from a sex-neutral perspective, the aesthetic, philosophical and political developments of these two writers are strikingly similar. Both were born in 1929; for both fascism was the formative experience of their childhood years. After the War they became communists, settled in East Ger- response to this realization has been the aesthetics of deconstruction, an attempt to erode the dominant structures of the literary text in order to find the authentic subject which male history has repressed. The emergence of this subject is ultimately prohibited by the omniscience of male authorship itself. For this reason Willer sees the elimination of the author, that is, the classical male author, as the hope of literature and the future. In a recent essay on postmodernism he writes: «As long as freedom is based on violence and the practice of art on privileges, works of art will tend to be prisons; the great works, accomplices of power. The outstanding literary products of this century work toward the liquidation of their autonomy, toward the expropriation and finally the disappearance of the author. Rimbaud and his escape to Africa. Lautreamont, the anonymous catastrophe. Kafka, who wrote to burn his works because he did not want to keep his soul as Marlowe's Faust did. Literature participates in the movement of language first evident in common language and not on paper. In this sense literature is an affair of the people, and the illiterates are the hope of literature. Work toward the disappearance of the author is resistance against the disappearance of humankind.»
In the GDR, which is a highly developed industrial nation and not part of the Third World, the possibilities of common language and so-called illiteracy are most effectively represented by women. Like Willer, and in a similar effort to erode the dominant structures of the literary text and its tradition, Christa Wolf has turned increasingly to an aesthetic of deconstruction. Indeed, a main theme of Wolf's work has been her rootedness as author in the male tradition of literature and, as a female author, her difficulty in «saying I,» as she terms it." The «I» of male authorship is the history of the literary canon: the world of Homer, the Greeks, Shakespeare, Goethe, Tolstoy, and the contemporary avant-garde writer who, since Joyce, has found innumerable methods of pondering why he no longer exists. This canon is the landscape of war, the revolution, the return home, the conflict between the individual and the state, the stormy and stressful escape into nature, the laborious journey into the lonely psyche, the glory and the meaninglessness of death. Indeed, what woman writer or reader recognizes herself in the idealism, melancholy and insanity of an Orestes or Hamlet, in the political power complex of a Macbeth or Richard III, in the destructive obsession with knowledge of an she is a perfect system produced and manipulated by the rationalization of the authorial machine. In her most extreme form she is the machine gone wild, which no longer needs the author who produced her and turns against him. Ophelia is as much a product of the author's fear as she is of his hope. That is why he refuses to give her up and continues systematically to colonize and to reproduce her. Hamlet still insists on telling Ophelia where she's supposed to go.
Is then Ophelia a woman or a man? For Mtiller, the probing of a separate gender specificity leads to an obfuscation of these categories. In the fourth scene of the play the player of Hamlet says: «My place, if my drama were still to take place, would be on both sides of the front, between the fronts, above them.»" The transsexual dimensions of such a boundary situation are underscored and contrasted in the preceding scene by the impasses of sexual transference and the freezing of sexual identity in images. Ophelia enters, painted and dressed like a whore: «Do you want to eat my heart,Hamlet.» Hamlet covers his face with his hands and says: «I want to be a woman.» Hamlet puts on Ophelia's clothes, she creates a whore's mask for him. Hamlet poses as a whore." Later, Hamlet says: «I want to be a machine.»" From this point of view, the difference at the end of the play between Hamlet posing in his armor (Hamletmachine) and Ophelia speaking out of the bondage of her wheelchair (female Other) might be seen less as the opposition between male and female than as two forms of transvestitism, as the «masculine» and «feminine» sides of the former «I» who was the character/narrator/author/Hamlet/H.M.
The relationship Hamlet/Ophelia strives for a transsexual identity, but rests ultimately in a mutually exclusive confrontation of gender cliches and in transference. Hamlet/Ophelia only perceive themselves or their (Hamlet's) images of each other. For Hamlet, Ophelia is always an object of narcissistic desire, and the reverse. That is why they remain frozen in a never-ending series of oppositions and dualities. That is why the play is so appropriately entitled Hamletmachine: an intricate construct that distinguishes all experience according to the one quantification of Being called Hamlet.
The art of Hamlet is also the end point of creativity. Hamlet's The mind of an artist, in order to achieve the prodigious effort of freeing whole and entire the work that is in him, must be incandescent, like Shakespeare's mind. There must be no obstacle in it, no foreign matter unconsumed. For though we say that we know nothing about Shakespeare's state of mind, even as we say that, we are saying something about Shakespeare's state of mind. The reason perhaps why we know so little of Shakespeare is that his grudges and spites and antipathies are hidden from us. We are not held up by some 'revelation' which reminds us of the writer. All desire to protest, to preach, to proclaim an injury, to pay off a score, to make the world the witness of some hardship or grievance 34 . Both of them lived out an existence which Shakespeare avoided through his ability to formulate Hamlet: the inability to systematize, to maintain the boundaries of the self, to act according to the prevailing codes. This is the tradition of literary marginality which Christa Wolf asserts as her own.
In her novel, Wolf fictionalizes a meeting between Kleist and Giinderrode which never actually took place. The dialogue between two isolated writers, one male, one female, is the fictional utopia of «No Place. Nowhere». Within the patriarchal code of literature, the mode of narration has assumed that maleness is the one quantifiable category of Being and Seeing and that femaleness is its very opposite: an enigmatic Other. For the female writer Christa Wolf, this assumption is by its very nature invalid. Rather than working within such a system of quantification, either by reiterating it or turning it around, Wolf boundaries of these two writers' separate self-identification ends. Like Muller's play, Wolf's novel demonstrates the impasse of a holistic gender-identified optic. Where Muller attempts a new optic based on gender oppositions and transference which manifests itself in the confrontation of images, Wolf attempts a reintegration of sameness and difference within the narrative process itself. The difference between the new male optic, which sees oppositions and images, and the new female optic, which integrates in the very process of seeing, suggests the genre difference between two creative modes. The playwright Muller represents the world in the complex of images called theater; the prose author Wolf writes a world which no longer distinguishes between what is and how it is seen. Christa Wolf writes in a precise, increasingly complex narrative style which articulates the intersections of gender identification as subtly as it radically transforms them. Her prose creates the sexuality of an authorial perspective rather than abstractly representing its dramatic contradictions. Wolf writes out of a process of growth, not conflict and change. Her authorial identity is not «on both sides of the front, between the fronts, above them.» She does not see a system of fronts; she is always the boundary itself, the boundary which shifts and expands as soon as it experiences its own limitations. The authorial identity of Christa Wolf does not abstract and distinguish relationships; she is/creates the form of the relationship itself. The difference between Heiner Muller's theater and Christa Wolf's prose world perhaps suggests a divergence of male and female modes within contemporary authorship in general.
The relationship between Kleist and GUnderrode is based on familiarity, not estrangement. Heinrich von Kleist is the epitome of the young poetic idealist who, after reading Kant and his critique of reason, has no place to go. The ground has moved out from under Kleist's feet; he sees himself as a «monster,» a «shipwrecked genius.»24 The stability of the fathers has vanished. Kleist is reduced to himself and to articulating the experience of a distorted nature. He is himself this distorted nature. This is why he says that his head operates like a machine," or that his plan for his next drama is an «absurd geometric construction, a crazy mechanism.»" Like Hamlet, Kleist is driven by the ghost of his literary forefather which persistently haunts him. Similarly, Kleist is unable to separate himself from the past, to make a choice between conforming or destroying, or to distinguish between separate Kleist is a forerunner of the literary avant-garde. He is the memory of Hamlet, whose desperation turned into the selfdestruction of the Hamletmachine. Christa Wolf draws her character out of love, not cynicism, out of a knowledge of limitations, and out of the conviction that Kleist is not less but more. The character of Kleist expands in the process of being perceived by his interlocutor, GUnderrode. GUnderrode and Kleist are the two radical possibilities of the literary tradition which Christa Wolf has inherited and which have guided her work: Kleist, the male writer whose experience of a distorted nature leads him to abstract himself and his life in art; GUnderrode, the female writer whose experience as a woman of being second nature leads her to create a new world of codes in her art. Kleist and Gtinderrode suggest two forms of experience which the patriarchal world is unable to assimilate and therefore rejects.
Both Gtinderrode and Kleist wrote against the grain of classicism, a system which assumes totality and perfection and hence imposes hierarchies, expectations and rules. In this context writing against the grain also produces desperation, fear, and the urge for accommodation to what one is unable and unwilling to do. Writing against the grain is that unnatural landscape of «No Place. Nowhere,» which causes Kleist to see himself alternately as a monster and a shipwrecked genius, and allows Gtinderrode to vacillate between her visions of poetic grandeur and her fear and disbelief in her creative talent. Like Kleist, GUnderrode lives on the edge of the world order, an experience which both distorts and expands the self. In a letter she wrote: «Often I have had the unfeminine desire to throw myself into the wild fray of battle, to die-why wasn't I a man! I have no sense for feminine virtues, for The meeting between Kleist and Gtinderrode takes place along the river Rhine, a landscape of flux which obscures the boundaries of the restricted self and allows for the creation of an androgynous identity; not as dissolution but as possibility, not as an end but as a beginning: «To comprehend that we are a sketch for the future-to be discarded perhaps, perhaps to be taken up again, we have no in- The androgynous identity transforms the representation of the world in images into a landscape of nature called «No Place.
Nowhere.» The androgynous identity is ultimately Gtinderrode's creation, not Kleist's. She, the woman; is only once removed from the narrative voice; Kleist, both the inherited and yearned for alterego, is always twice removed. Gtinderrode: «At this time of day she often wishes to be alone and to be dead except for the one whom she does not yet know and whom she will create for herself. She tears herself apart into three people, one of them a man. Love, when it is unconditional, can fuse the three separate people. The man next to her does not have this possibility. His work is the only point at which he can become one with himself; he may not give it up for one person. As such, he is twice as lonely, twice as unfree. It cannot go well for this person, be he a genius or one unfortunate individual among many, as they are spit out by time.»"
The male writer creates his work; the female writer creates a possibility of life. This is what ultimately distinguishes Kleist and Gtinderrode. In a separate essay Wolf has written about Gtinderrode: «She enters a system of codes derived from the notion of masculine Opus and Genius and which demands from her what she cannot-achieve: to separate her work from her person; to create art at the expense of life; to cultivate the distance and indifference in oneself which produces The Opus, but kills the direct relationship to other people because it makes them into objects.»" Gtinderrode's aesthetic project transforms itself into a project of life. Indeed, for much of the novel she listens and observes, while Kleist talks and represents himself; she creates and experiences their relationship; he formulates his art. Gtinderrode's poetic disability is also her creative strength. While Kleist articulates the concept of his next drama, she creates a vision of the world, a vision that is «open like a wound» because it is hers and at the same time opens itself to others.
In describing the sameness and differentness between the male writer Kleist and the female writer Giinderrode, the narrative voice of Christa Wolf creates an obfuscation of these two separate categories which is assimilated and crystallized by the perspective of the narrative eye. Kleist/Gtinderrode has more than a mere elective affinity to Virginia Woolf's Orlando. The dis-memberment ex-perienced by the literary characters Kleist 
